 (Hunt, 1972; Jordan, 1933; Leahy, 1935; Neff, 1938; Wellman, 1934 
Although all items conformed to the Rasch model for both groups, 13 of the 46 items had significant between score group fit in either the American or the Nigerian sample or both. These were removed from further analyses. Bias was defined as a difference in the estimation of item difficulties. There were six items biased in "favor" of the American group and five in "favor" of the Nigerian group; the remaining 22 items were not identified as biased. The American group appeared to perform better on classification of geometric forms, while the Nigerians did better on progressive matrices. It was suggested that the replicability of these findings be tested, especially across other types of stimuli.
Studies of heredity, environment, and intelligence since the early 1930s have shown that environmental conditions do significantly influence intelligence test scores (Hunt, 1972; Jordan, 1933;  Leahy, 1935; Neff, 1938; Wellman, 1934 Wellman, , tell, 1968 56): one referred to as fluid and the other crystallized intelligence factors. Fluid intelligence is said to be the &dquo;major measurable outcome of the influence of biological factors on intellectual development-that is heredity&dquo; (Horn & Cattell, 1966, p. 254) ; and crystallized intelligence can be accounted for by the investment of fluid intelligence on environmental facilities such as early exposure to intellectually stimulating experiences, school, and so forth (Cattell, 1979, p. 5 (Cattell, 1971, p. 82 (Cattell, 1971, p. (Cattell, 1979, p. 6) . Measures of fluid intelligence include tests of judgments and reasoning involving classification, analogies, matrices, and topology (Cattell, 1968, p. 58) ; and these are, indeed, the types of stimuli that Jensen (1980) (Cattell & Horn, 1978, p. 141 (Cattell, 1968, p. 61) and also is assumed to be saturated with only one single second-order intelligence factor-fluid intelligence (Cattell, 1971, p. 78 (Biesheuvel, 1952) (Eckensberger, 1972, p. 103; Fisher & Pendl, 1980; Massad, 1978 (Drenth & Flier, 1976, p. 137), the extent of which would depend on the cultural differences.
In Western cultures it has been observed that &dquo;testing has contributed to more effective use of manpower, to more equal distribution of educational and professional opportunities, and to identification of talents that might otherwise remain hidden&dquo; (Drenth, 1977, p. 23) . It is generally accepted that &dquo;tests should be utilized for the same purposes in the developing nations whose traditional cultures are evolving towards that in which those ability tests are developed&dquo; (Iwuji, 1978, p. 16 (Anderson, 1972) ..-'-J Based on the first fit criterion, no differences between the expected and the observed responses for each of the items were observed, at an alpha level of .01, for either cultural group, and for all the subjects combined. That is, all the CCFIT items fit the Rasch model for all three analyses. But for the two groups separately, a total of 13 of these &dquo;fitting&dquo; items had significant between-group fit statistics. That is to Downloaded from the Digital Conservancy at the University of Minnesota, http://purl.umn.edu/93227. May be reproduced with no cost by students and faculty for academic use. Non-academic reproduction requires payment of royalties through the Copyright Clearance Center, http://www.copyright.com/ 
Detection of Bias
Once the data sets had been cleared of irregular data, item difficulty estimates for each of the two cultural groups were compared using the rationale proposed by Wright (1977) . Since estimates of item parameters now would not vary significantly unless the item differed in &dquo;cultural&dquo; loadings (Whitely & Dawis, 1974) , any significant differences in item parameter estimates would indicate cultural bias in that item.
The parameters for 22 items were judged to be similar for the two cultural groups and different (that is, &dquo;biased&dquo;) for 11 items. In a parallel analysis, when similar comparisons were per-formed with the parameter estimates for two randomly formed groups, no sign of any bias was observed for any item, and this suggested that the cultural division was valid.
Six of the 11 items were seen to be &dquo;biased&dquo; in favor of the American group, while five were seen to be biased in favor of the Nigerian group. T tests done between the two groups on the set of neutral items, the set of American items, the set of Nigerian items, and the total CCFIT scores showed that the two groups differed significantly on total CCFIT scores and on both the sets of American and Nigerian items but did not differ in the sets of neutral items (see Table 6 ). (22) items that correlated less with culture than does the total test (see Table 7 ).
To give an idea of the expected range of the item difficulties within the present data, both the American and Nigerian samples were randomly divided in half, and item parameters were calculated for all four resulting samples; within each cultural group, differences in item difficulties were calculated for each item. For each item of the test, this within-culture difference was not significant. (Stelzl, 1979) , may not be sensitive to differences. The data presented here, however internally consistent, might still have items with different characteristics that were undetected. The question that might be raised involves the degree to which a test can ever be perfectly unbiased.
The data do raise several further interesting questions. Cattell and Horn (1978) 
